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STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF LAW & PUBLIC SAFETY
DIVISION OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE BOARD OF DENTISTRY

IN THE MATTER OF THE SUSPENSION
OR REVOCATION OF THE LICENSE OF Administratiye Action

GUY WARREN HENRY , D .D .S .
ORDER

TO PRACTICE DENTISTRY IN THE
STATE OF NEW JERSEY

This matter was opened to the New Jersey State Board of

Dentistry (Board) upon the filing of a Motion for Reconsideration

of the Final Decision and Order in this matter entered by the Board

on November

behalf of the respondent, sought

1994. By that motion Pamela Mandel, Esq w on

have the Board reduce

period of active suspension for respondent set forth in the Board 's

November

relies upon portions of the November

1994 Decision and Order. Counsel for respcndent

1994 report of an

independent psychological evaluation of respondent prepared by

Mark Glat relationship which

has evolved between respondent and his treating psychologist and

opines that such a relationship may have had a deleterious impact

on respondent 's treatment . Counsel for respondent also argues that

which Dr . Glat describes the dual

respondent is not addict, but an individual with a history

intermittent substance abuse . She claims that no patients have been

affected by his substance abuse .

General, argued that respondent has not provided any new or

Kathy Rohrz Deputy Attorney

compelling information this matter to cause the Board to reverse

or ameliorate Decisicn Qrder which based finding



a second relapse by respondent for the use of cocaine . The

Board having considered the arguments counsel for respondent

and the Deputy Attorney General and based thereon finds that the

information presented on behalf of respondent does not persuad'e

it that there should be a modification or reduction of the period

of active suspension set forth the November 17
, 1994 Final

Decision and Order in this matter . Accordingly, the motion for

reconsideration is denied .
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By :
Stephen and 'o, D.D.S., President


